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APPENDIX 11

Table of Regression Results

Scatter Diagrams and Regression Lines
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Summary of Linear Regression Results

T1 Type a b N C |
Few 92.6622 -0.99869 1375 044
Some 5 Asphalt 86.2193 -1.14950 1162 0.51
Many 85.6693 -1.45735 1007 0.58
Few 98.3662 -1.51900 306 0.56
Some 6 Asphalt 92.0506 -1.56683 283 0.56
Many 84.9040 -1.62470 187 0.61
Few 990357 -1.18153 245 0.50
Some 7 Asphalt 95.1678 -1.52507 183 0.59
Many 88.5982 -1.55190 103 0.63
Few 97 1029 -1.23308 729 0.39
Some 8 Asphalt 89.7949 -1.49363 417 0.46
Many 82.1770 -1.43288 167 0.60
Few All Concrete 809 4635 -0.94371 81 044
Many 87.101} -1.51426 47 0.71

TI: Traffic Index

Type: Type of Pavement Surface

a: Linear Regression Constant " Y=a X +b "

b: Linear Regression Independent variable Coefficient
N: Number of Data Points Used in Regression Analysis
C: Correlation Coefficient

Few: Less than 3 cuts per section for asphalt pavements and
less than 5 cuts per section for concrete pavements

Some: Between 3 and 9 cuts per section for asphalt pavements.

Many: 10 or more cuts per section for asphalt pavements and
5 or more cuts per section for concrete pavements
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